This research aims to analyze and to describe the relation between the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Indonesia (CC) with the People Representatives' Council and the President of the Republic of Indonesia as legislators by looking on implementation of CC's decision through the legislation in the period 2004-2015. Using doctrinal research, it can be seen how the constitutional mandate in the CC's decision are implemented by the legislator through the legislation. The results are: (a) legal opinions of the CC's decision have a binding power; (b) a constitutional mandate in the legal opinion is intended as guidance for the legislators regarding what the 1945 Constitution requires; (c) directives to the legislator in the legal opinions should be implemented because it is the implementation of the principle of checks and balances according to the 1945 Constitution, (d) implementation of the CC's decisions through legislation does not have standard mechanism and does not become the priority of legislation, and (e) relation between the CC with the legislators can not be categorized in black and white in cooperative or confrontative, but shows ups and downs between cooperative and confrontative relations. Cooperative relations are realized when the constitutional mandate is formulated strongly so it is implemented by the legislator as the formula. Relationships tend to be cooperative in the implementation of the constitutional mandate of the decision, but not a priority of legislation. Meanwhile, the confrontative relations is seen from the constitutional mandate of the CC decisions which are not implemented.
I. INTRODUCTION

Background
Legislation is a potential area of tension among key institutions that interact within it. Tensions arise especially after the Constitution 1945 of the State of the Republic of Indonesia (hereinafter referred to the Constitution 1945) adopts the idea of judicial review.
1 According to the 1945 Constitution, legislation is of the constitutional court with legislators in a number of countries. 16 Cooperative relations occur when both institutions work together to protect democracy and encourage the achievement of state goals. Meanwhile, confrontative relations occur when both institutions openly disagree with each other. 17 Referring to that opinion, cooperative relationships are the most expected relations.
Research Questions
Based on above description, research questions are formulated as follow: 
Researchs Methods
This research includes doctrinal law research with object or research target in the form of CC decision, law and other legal material. The result of legal research is not a new legal theory, but at least it is a new argument. 18 The type of doctrinal law research is used to get a complete description of the legislation in the perspective of the CC's decision. On the other hand, this study is complemented by non-doctrinal legal research.
The object of the research is the CC decisions and the Act set in the period of [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] [2011] [2012] [2013] [2014] [2015] . The CC decision is the decision of judicial review case whose legal opinions contain a constitutional mandate to legislator. Several approaches are used in this research, namely: (1) Philosophical Approach; (2) Statutory Approach;
(3) Conceptual Approach; (4) Historical Approach; (5) Case Approach, and (6) Comparative Approach.
II. RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Variant of Constitutional Mandate in the CC's Decision
As stated above, the research object is the CC decision with legal consideration 
Recommendations to Amendment or Establishment of New Act
Perspective
This section describes an analysis of (1) the binding force of the legal consideration of the CC's decision; (2) the purpose of the CC to provide a constitutional mandate in the legal consideration of decision, and (3) CC's constitutional mandate to legislators in the perspective of checks and balances according to the 1945 Constitution.
Binding Force of the Legal Consideration of the CC Decision
The core question is which part of the CC decision is in effect binding, is it part of the decision only, or does it include the legal consideration section of the decision? There are two opinions about it. The first, a part which has the binding force as law and must be implemented is the decision. 24 Obiter dicta, according to Ernts Benda is an additional explanation or consideration that may be useful to understand the decision of nanum is not absolutely necessary for the conclusion of the constitutionality of the norm of the Act, ibid. Furthermore, as the basis of the CC in deciding cases, the legal consideration is essentially the combination of 3 things, namely (1) utilization of legal knowledge, (2) authority of the CC, and (3) discretion of the Constitutional Justices. The legal consideration must be the result of the whole process of thinking Constitutional
Justices using the method of constitutional interpretation that must be accountable according to law and jurisprudence. In addition, the legal consideration contains philosophy-based reasoning and legal theory, so that it can be understood and accepted to justice seekers in particular, and society at large. For this reason, the legal consideration of the decisions becomes an instrument for Constitutional
Justices to fulfill obligations in plenary as interpreters of the Constitution. Based on these arguments, the legislator is bound to the constitutional mandate of the CC in legal consideration. as a proof space to dismiss the notion that in deciding, the CC on relies on it discretion as the interpreter of the constitution.
The Purpose of the CC to Give a Constitutional Mandate
The doctrine of "the unity of the constitution", which means that the constitution must be understood as a unity, not only in the context of understanding the contents, but also when the constitution is to be implemented through the formation of the act. This is actually the basis for the emergence of a constitutional mandate in its decision to be implemented by Legislators.
The existence of the constitutional mandate, the CC actually explicitly says that it is dangerous for the Legislators when legislation is not in accordance with the Constitution in casu the CC decision. If such case remains to be done, potentially its Act will be submitted for re-examination to the CC. So, it depends on the Legislators, whether they want to legislate the Act as the CC's mandate or not. If not, then it is said, the risks and consequences are clear, when the Act does not conform to the CC decision, and then submitted a petition for judicial review of the Act, the CC shall just reviews, even invalidate it again on the basis of the previous relevant decision.
The variant of the constitutional mandate in the CC's decision, ranging from the soft character or formulated more vigorously, substantially depends on the urgency of the assessment of the CC at the time of deciding the case.
That is, when selecting the formulation of the constitutional mandate in the consideration of the decision, the CC first looks at the urgency of making of the law relating to the case which is decided. Even if it is ignored, then the consequences is the Act can be reviewed again.
Most likely, the CC will declare it unconstitutional.
Constitutional Mandate in Checks and Balances Perspective
The 
1) Decision Number 001-021-022/PUU-I/2003
4) Decision Number 005/PUU-IV/2006
The decision is implemented by formulating Law Number 18 
5) Decision Number 5/PUU-V/2007
The decisions implemented by establishing Law 
6) Decision Number 13/PUU-VI/2008
8) Decision Number 133/PUU-VII/2009
The govenment regulation in lieu of laws (Perpu) 
10) Decision Number 8/PUU-VIII/2010
The regulation on the right to inquiry has been regulated in Article 
11) Decision Number 97/PUU-XI/2013
Legislator implements the decision by establishing Law Number 8 of 2015.
Legislator require approximately 10 (ten) months to carry out the decision. In addition to the above pattern, there are 3 (three) decisions that are implemented but the decisions are different from the 11 decision above.
These 3 (three) decisions are:
a. Decision Number 013/PUU-I/2003
Until the end of 2016, there are no laws that apply a norm of law that should be general and abstract in a concrete event. According to the authors, it shows that the legislators have implemented the decision.
b. Decision Number 006/PUU-IV/2006
Initially, efforts to form a law to replace the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission ( Even if in the coming years the law is established, the law has exceeded the time limit specified in the constitutional mandate of the CC. The legislators do not implement this decision because the constitutional mandate does not impose deadlines and consequences if the constitutional mandate is not implemented.
Therefore, the Legislators tend to prefer to choose the option to implement or not the decision. There is not any effect that will be accepted by the the legislators. taking the substance of the constitutional mandate, without listed it in the act.
Pattern of Relation of CC and the Legislators in Implementation of CC's Decision
Regarding to 14 CC's decisions, it can be seen that, 2. For legislators, when discussing and approving in making law process, which is required not only by the majority vote for the purpose and understanding of the act, but also the majority vote for its constitutionality aspects, including ensuring whether the act has referred to the constitutional mandate of the CC; 3. Referring to the expereience and practice in several countries, the steps to realize the cooperative relations of the CC and legislators is to create rules
